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I; im'RODUCTION 

A. History of ICA Communication Audit 

The concept of auditing communication in an organization is not a 
new one. Odiorne (I95f) fiirst in the literature to use the 

phrase "communication audit". S ince th^n , Cue tzkow (1965) , Porter 
and Roberts (1972), Price (1972), Redding (1972), Roberts and O'Reilly 
(1974) and Goldhaber (1974) have reviewed the literature and described 
the instruments, techniques, tools and methods used to assess or audit 
c«Dmmunication effectiveness in organizations. These summaries and 
reviews of the original studied reveal that most suffer from mcthod- 
ol >3ical weaknesses wtjich limit their utility today: use of .small 
samples , linrepl ica ted measurements , 1 imi ted predictive val idi ty , 
' lack of coraparatLvc analyses (Goldhaber and Krivonos, 1977). 

Hv: agnizing Che problems assoc iated with previous approaches to 
the measurement of organizational communication. Division IV (Che 
Organizational Coiranunication Division) of the International Commu;:ica- 
Cion Association (ICA) decided in 1971 to begin the develoy^nenC of its 
own measurement system, called the ICA Communication Audit. After 
three years of -Ic lopracjnt and two of pilot-testing, the ICA Communica-, 
t Ion Audit hap been successfully implemented in 1 7 organizations in the 
United States and Canada, with over 8,000 people being audited. Table 1 
describes the ob jec t ives , resources and resul ts of the 6-year his Cory of 
tlie .ICA Conununication Audit. Complete infoiination about the history and 
deve lopmen t of the aud i t appe'ars e Isewhere (Goldhaber, 1976 ; Yates , 
eti al., 1976; Goldhaber and Krivonos, 1977). The only comparable 
efforts at measuring organizational communication are the work of the 
University of Michigan'^ Institute of Social Research (Taylor and 
Bowers, 1972) and of Osmo Wiio at the Helsinki Research Institute for 
Business Economics (Goldhaber, et. al., in press and Wiio, 1974, 
1976). The former, although reporting norms derived from over 20,000 
persons .in 15 organizations, only uses three of 92 (1970 version) 
survey items to measure communication. The latter, reporting norms 
derived from over 5,000 persons in 22 organizations, is limited to the 
use of a single ques t ionnaire for its data col leC t ion . Wh ile simi I ar 
in overall goals (to establish a normed data bank to facilitate 
comparative analyses and theory-buildinf^) to the work of Wiio and 
ISR, the ICA Cdmmunicat ion' Audit ' s products' are more extensive: 

1 . An organ iza t ional profile of percept ions of coramunicat ion 
events t practices, and relationships; thiii profile can be further 
analyzed according to such demographics as: age, sex, education, 
supervisory status, division and/or department, job tenure. 

2. A m^p of the operational communication networks t'or rumors, 
social, innovative and job-related messages, listing all group 
members, liaisons and isolates, identifying potential bottlenecks 
and gatekeepers . 

3. Verbal summaries of successful and unsuccessful communication 
experiences. used to explain some of the reasons for communication 
problems or strengths identified in the above profiles and networks. 

4. An organizational and individual profile of actual communica- 
tion behaviors summarizing major message sources, receivers, topics, 
channels , lengths , and qual ities , thus allowing comparisons be tween 
actual and perceived communication behaviors. 

5. A set of general recommendations, derived from the results 
of the audit. Indicating which attitudes, behaviors, practices, and 
skills should be continued, added, changed, or eliminated. 
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6. Several personnel, iroin thu ori'aii izn l i on fnmili.ir with rlu' 
ICA Audit instruments and pro(Jcdiiro..s , lu^lpi.ng the, organ i2f» t ion Lo 
take the major fnitiatlve tn condnc t in>.', future audits tlioniso I ves , 

7. Permanent future ticccss (on a confUlential Imsis) to the 
ICA Audit data bank, «il lowing; the or^^ani;:at: Ion to cotupare thv 
results at present and future audits with those cU" srmilar m-j^aui- 
zatiouM. • 

. p 

U. At idit Instrments and Procedure 

*rl»e ICA Coinmun icat ion Audit uses five measurement tools , uacli 
of wlilch can be administered independently or in any comP> i na c iiui . 

1. Quest ionnaire Survey - 118 items and 10 do»no>j;raph ic;; plu'; 
tip to 18 questions of any type determined by the organization. 
The reliabil i ty of Clie scales on tlie 118 item set ranges from a 
low of . 70 CO a high of .90. The validity of these scales is 
I>ased upon their self-evident relationship to organizational 
coinmun icat ion and their ability to predict: organ iza t iona I out- 
comes. Respondents answer the survey anonymously in group 
sessions lasting about 45 minutes. The survey allows respondents 

to indicate their perception of the current statu s of their communi- 
cation system as well as their des ired or ideal statds . Piiis helps 
the identification of communication needs in the organization. 
(Although complete information about tlie survey and its develop- 
ment appears elsewhere.— Yates , et. al . , 1976 and Goldhaber , 1976-- 
the next section of this paper summarizes in more detail its contrenl , 
.reliability and validity.) 

2. Interviews - Randomly and/or purposive ly selected members of 
the organization are asked to participate in one-on-one interviews, 
tihe principal purpose of which is to corroborate and/or expand upon " 
concerns reported in other audit tools. Two interview schedules ari' 
used : one tha t is stiructured to provide exploratory in forma t ion , us i nr, 
open -ended que it ions; and a follow-up guide which is specil'ically 
tailored to eajrli organization to explain findings rovenled through tin 
use of other audit tools. Most interviews last 1-1'. hours, and all 
are conduc ted jCon f ident iaily (sometimes using rwo interviewers and.'^or 
tape recorder?! to facilitate data analysis). 

. 3. Network Analysis - Respondents . indicate the extent to which 
they typically communicate with each individual i,n their unit or 
department (or with key individuals outside their unit). A computiT 
examination ot all communicat: ion 1 inks ident i ties' the operat i ona 1 
communicationj net.work (for rumor^s, social and job-related messagt s i . 
and places inn i vidua Is in to c ommunicat ion roles of i sol ate , 1 ia i son , 
or group member (See Richards, L975 and I.csniak, et. al., ■1-977) . 
The instrimaent is completed in group sessions lasting about 30 
minutes. 

4 . Communication Experiences - Res pondent;: desc r i be critical 
communication episodes which they feel are representative of typical 
successful or unsuccessful incidents, Troin these descriptions a 
set of examples are developed to help illustrate why a given unit 
or department is experiencing good or bad communicat ion ." These 
qualitative data add much richness to, and provide, explanation for, 
in format ion from other aud it tools . Respondents compl e te th is in- 
strument In group or individual sessions lasting about one hour. 
All data are computer analyzed confidentially (Porter, 1976). 
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5. Commnilcat iou DLary Si.mUar to tlu^ work of Conrath (1^)74), 
Klton, et. al., (1970), I*ye (1976, .1 977) and Thorugrt-u (1970). oach 
participant is asked to maintain a diary oC spoclCLod comnmn Icat i on 
activities (conversations, plionc calls, meetings, wr L tten ,ma ter la I s 
senc-or rccclvt'il) over a onc-wcck pcrLod, KomiS: are provided to 
simplify thi^ record Inp, ot" tlicse ct«nmuii Icat Ion events, Cimmlativc 
t Lm£> required per person C.or tiuj fntiro wot:k is approx unato ly I 
hutirV. , incliuUnt; a short training period. TVioso data arc' confi- 
dent Lai ly analyzed by cotgputer and. provide indications oL' actual 
communication hehavior among individuals, s;roups and t\»o entire 
organization (Porter, 1976>. 

x 

■ * In order to eompletc the ConnnuuieaL ion Audit within a reasonable 
time.-rrame (u^^ually about 6 months), the followiuv', Limet:able is 
suj'^es tr'ed ; 



ACTIVIT Y D URATIO N 

1 , K ina I iz'.^ contract- : pre pa re t:oti Is 2 wet-k:: 

2, Conduct" exploratory interviews I week 

3 , Tran?ci' ibe i nter views and prepa re lor ana lys is !. week 

4 , Ana lyzo cxp 1 orapory i n t:er\'iews i. wreks 

3 . Admltiis ter survey , comniun icat ion oxper iences and 

network analysis questionnaires / 1 wi^ck 

6. ^Vnalyze. survey; cotrtmunication experiences and network 
analysis data (> weeks 

7. Preliminary interpretation of data, formulation of 
follow-up interview guide, communication diary log 3 weokr; 

8. Conduct follow-up interviews, administer communica- 

t ion diary . 2 weeks ■ 

9. Transc r ibc interviews and pre pa re for ana lysis; 

prepare diary data 1 week 

10, Analyze' follow-up interviews, communication diary' 2 \^ceks 

1 1 , Interpret data , draw cone las ions , prepare 
recommendations, write final report '* weeks 

12, Present final report (orally ^and In writing*), discuss 

future steps 2 days 

TOTAL EUPSED TIME 25.3 weeks 



C . Dcve lopment o . SCirvey Que^it ionnairc 

I^a.sed iipon the work of Redding (1972), Roberts and O'Reilly (1974) 
and Dennis (1975), membetn of the TCA Communication Audit team 
identified conceptual areas of importance to the measurement of 
organizational cotranunica tion . These conceptual areas and the 
theoretical framework from which they are derived are explained 
elsewhere (5ee Goldhaber, 1976, Appendix I, and* Y^^tes , et, al., 1976, 
pp. 15-17, esp. Table I), In short, the survey was intended to 
measure both attitudes ("how do you feel?") and perceptions about 
("to what extent do you..,?".) communication sources, messages, 
channels and receivers within the context of major interfaces 
(individual to individual, individual to jinit, individual to 
organization, unit to unit and organization to environment). 
Major topics to be surveyed included concepts about information 
accessibility, information adequacy, communication satisfaction and 
ijnportance , communica t ion con tent (c lari ty , accur;acy , utility, 
appropriateness , time 1: iness) , communication relationships, and 
commun ica t Ion outcomes . . 

Between May and September, 1974, three drafts of an extensive 
survey were completed, based upon the above framework and revised 
according to comments provided by audit team members and/or their 
reviews of .existing Literature, Draft 3, con:5ist:ing of 184 items 
and 9 demographics, was pilot- tested in 6 organizations (n- 1,776) 
between October, I 974-Novembe r , 1975. Yates, et. al.,'l976 provides 



ci-miplotc b'tatlsLlcal inronnatloii cihouL fliu rt^siilts ol." iUvhv pilni- 
tests and how tlic- survey was rovl.stul in accoi-dnncv wlLh Lliosr 
results (Sec Yates, esp. pp. 37-53). Prima ry criteria used in 
rc^visinR the Instrument were: re l.inb 1 i.l ty (comparison of Items 
witli each other and with the entire instrument); i nter-Item 
corre Lat Ion (number of othei* iteina within .1 sect ion of Lhe survi'y 
which correlated with it, measiirlnji its intiiroal consistency; 
p redictive validit y (how well did Lhe item corrclati^, across cmdii., 
with key organizational outcomes); fa c e va 1 id I ty (clarity, ,'ippri>pf i a L t> 
T10S3, relevance of item, as determined by content experts; importauco 
of item, as determined by organizational members); factor cina lys Is 
data (did an item cluster. with other Items, appearing; to monsiire a 
single fact or- -see Yates, et. al,, 1976, Tables 2-6 lor complete 
factor analysis data). All criteria wore used collect ivc.ly to maki- 
decisions for each item; factor analysis datii were only useful for 
the "relationships" seetion of the survey, where 3 cleat* factors 
wore identified, accounting for about V of the variance. 

As a result of the above pilot-testing program, Ui-alL of tlu' 
survey, containing 116 items and 10 demograpli ics , was completed. 
Draft 4 was Lested in 4 organizations (n-l78) bcLween .lanuary- 
Apr 11 , 1 976 , and resul ted in only m inor changes . Be Lwem May , 197^^1 .. 
and May, 1977, the current version of Lhe survey, DrafL 5, was usi-d 
in 6^ organizations (n=l,977). Table 2 presents the different topics 
measured in the survey and Table 3 illustrates the scales used to 
assess these topics . 

Draft 5 of the survey, conta ining . 1 18 items and 10 .lemograph ic s 
has an overall reliability of .838. Complete in forma t f on, '.on the 
reliability and validity of the survey appears in Table 4. 

As can be seen in Table 4, validity indices correlating organi- 
zational outcomes with "current status" of communication environment 
arc more predictive than those correlated with "ideal status". 
Further research will determine i-rticther this measurement paradigi 
(i.e., "how much information do you receive now?" versus ")iow mucli 
information do you want to receive?") is valid for the ICA Communica- 
tion Audit. 

D- 'O utline of Paper 

■ The remainder of Lhis paper is divided into four parts. Part II 
will describe the 16 audits and the overall demographics of the 
current survey data bank. Part III will present the current norms 
for the sur'-zey and major conclusions about organizational communica- 
tion derived from these norms. Part TV will analyze the.se norms by 
both organisational type and major demographics, providing evidence 
to test contingency theories about organ iza t iona I commun ica t ion. 



TI. DKSCRin'ION OF AUDITS AND DE MOGK/\PHTCS 

A . Au dits Completed 

S ixteen aud its have used the survey iusLrunient ; Tab 1 e ^ presents 
a" 'summary of the . populations , samples and completed rettims from 
these audits. Table 6 groups the organizations according to a 
general typology (see Hall, 1972). As can be seen from these 
tables, the survey has been administered in organizations with a 
total population of 15, 163. About 407 of tliis population was 
sampled (n=6,402), with a return rate exceeding 607, (3,93l).-v 

^fAs indicated in Table 5, survey data from 3 audits (U.S. Senator's 
Office, Public Defender's Office, Albuquerque Hospital, with' Lotal 
N-123, was not in thd data bank for the norms reported in this paper; 
thus, all analyses reported here are based on an N=3808 for 13' 
organixa Lions . 
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■ FiirLhtMiiioro , almost 3/4 oC the survi»y chita bank was colleclod in 
hos^MCnl or educational Ins t L tut ions ; only 177, was colh-'cfrd In 
tho traditional private (or "profit") sector oC Lhe vP<^^ioniy. 
Sir.ce data collection, I'or clie moat parL, occurreil diirlnj; the 
L'Conomic roccssion of 1974-5, this may explain why private sector 
o r Ran i^at Ions wore more reluctant to bo audited than tliose in the 
piibl Ic sec tor ., 

S. Demographics 

Table 7 summarizes the denioj^raph Ic inrormatlon collected from 
tlio 3,SU8 persons currently stored In the ^survey data bank. As 
can be .seen In Tabl'j 7 J about 60/; of those responding are salaried, 
female ron-.supervlsors who are under 40 years of ape. Almost all 
of the sample worlds during the day and most Ludicate they re);ularly 
communicate wiCli more than 5 people. Tlie sample was about equally 
iH vlded regard Ing the amount o f ccmmunlcat ion training received , 
with about V receiving little or no training and about \, receiving 
some or extensive training. Although sliglitly more than 4U7o of 
the. sample have worked wltH their present organization for more 
tlian 6 years, less than 307o have held the same job. for that period 
of time, indicating higher job than organizational turnover for tills 
sample; further evidence of the relatively high turnover of this 
, sample Is that 567o have worked with their present organization and 
72% In the ir present job for less than 5 years . The sample i s 
relatively well educated with 567<, completing at least one college 
degree; this may be somewhat misleading since almost 407„ of the 
respondents did not answer this item and there was no opportunity 
to Indicate that a respondent- d Id not yet complete high school. 
Of the Items wlilch were used in all audits (i.e., some demographics, 
wore not relevant^ In some audited organizations), only are had a 
low response rate; 487. of the sample did not indicate their age. 



■III. NOI^iMS I-OR ICA SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

The data from the 3 ,308 persons (13 or}.;an iza t ions ) cur rent ly in 
the survey data bank were submitted to analysis by Porter's CAAS 
(1976) computer program which rank ordor.s survey items according to 
tlie number (percentage) of people responding to a given combination 
of scales. The ICA's survey norms, thus Include both reports of 
mean's (on a 1-5 Item scale) and percentages of people selecting 
certain responses; additionally, where "current status" and "ideal 
quality" conditions were measured, a 'Tieed" index was comptiCod 
which increases roughly as a function of the discrepancy between 
"current" and "ideal" conditions. Need indices may also be used 
as "normative" data for purposes of comparative analyses. 

A final note is necessary before presenting the norms. As 
Wiio (1976) has correctly pointed out, "large samples tend to givt- 
sometimes rectangular or bimodal distributions." As a result, he 
recommends aga Ins t us Ing just the means and s tandard devia t ions for 
comparing survey Items, and suggests using contingency analysis and 
Chi-Square techniques. Preliminary analysis of the ICA's survey 
data for each item indicated that only 4 of the 116 items approached 
a bimodal or rectangular distribution; the rest indicated either an 
approximate normal or a skewed (left or right) distr.ibution. Thus, 
•our analysis proceeded by using the means to compute the relevant 
need Indices; furthermore, since we report raw frenuencies and per- 
centages in computing our tables which rank survey items, we offer 
users an alternative method of analysis. 



Tabic 8 (u'csciits ihc amount ol: i.nl'orma L Lon botli currently and ' 
Ideally I'ccoivctl Irum othcri; In tlic oryan t/a t ton , and Tabli' 0 iMnk 
cu'dcrM the various information topics according* to the Ir need toi- 
additional Inromwition. Most employees don't receive a ^;reat 
amount of iniomiation. They receive the most InTonimtion about 
personal mntrters directly related Lo their Jobs (e.g.* Job re- 
r|u i ren\ents , pay and beuefiti;) and the least about organl'^ationa I 
concerns (e.g», dec Is ion-nuik Ing affecting their jobs, mistakcK and 
failures, mana^^.cment problems)i Tn general, employees want: more 
infonnat lon about mo;;L topics , particularly those of direct concern 
to them and their Jobs, altiiough the greatest need for more in- 
formation wan o\\ \\u\'j organizational decisions are made that affect 
their jobs (a majority of employees receive little information now 
on this topic"). 



li . S endin L: Inl^onnatlon To Other;; 

Tab le 10 presents the amount o f Information emp loyees current ly , 
ideally ^nd need to send to others in their organization. Moi;t 
employees do not have the opportunity to send much information to 
others. What they do send typically relates to requests for more 
information needed to do their jobs or reports of their job progre.s;^. 
They rarely have the opportunity to complain about their Job or 
evaluate their superiors although a majority would certainly welcome th 
in fact, this represents the greatest need for improvement In the 
opportunity to send information. 



C . S ources of Information 

Table 11 presents the amount of In format ion both current ly nnd 
ideally received from various sources within the organization and. 
Table 12 rank orders these sources according to their need for 
add it ional in forma t ion. Employees rece ive the mos t in format ion 
from those sources closest to them (e.g.^ co-workers, their boss) 
and the least information from those who are most distant (e.g., 
top management, boss' boss, formal management presentations); even 
the "grapevine" was a source. of more information than the lattor. 
Although most employees want more information from all source*; 
(excluding the grapevine), they want the most from their ijitmediate. 
supervisor. Despite the large amount of information (probably 
related directly to their jobs) currently received from bosses, 
th is source represents the grea tes t need for more inf ormat ion. 
Additional needs focus on Such distant sources as top management 
and department meetings, probably for more information related to 
organization-wide concerns, decision-making, etc. In short, re- 
spondents want to hear more from their boss and on up the hierarchy. 

D. Follow-up Action 

Table 13 presents the amount of action or follow-up that is 
taken oh information sent to others in the organization. As with 
information scHirces, the farther up the hierarchy, the worse the 
follow-up. The most follow-up comes from those most proximate to 
employees (subordinates and co-workers), and the least from top 
management. Although most employees indicated they perce ived 
"some" follow-up from subordinates, co-workers and their boss, 
they only perceived "1 it tie ",' fol low-up from top-management . 
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K . Q uality ol inioniuit i oM Kr»n\ Key Squlvcs 

Tablos LA -18 present the f>;lcnt inLonnatlou frcnn supe L'vlsor« , 
subordinates, co-workc rr. , lop mana^'.ement and the ^»rapevLne is 
tlmcl.y, accural f, u jugful oi* fscesslve. \n general, infonnatlon 
from top manaj»enient: Is of Iwer (|uality than tliat t-rom otlicr 
Monrcds (excludinj* the j;rapev i nc ) , Most accurate and useful in- 
formation tends to come from supervisors, subocd inatea aiul co- 
workers vafher than trotn top management, The lowest (jual iLy In- 
formation from any of the sources seems to ho due La problems of 
trm»llncss (};;crt:i.n« InJ'onnation too parly oi* too late), and this 
is particularly Cruc for top management from whom only 1/3 of 
the respondents were receiving timely information. I'cw employees 
thought they CfCoivod ovcessive infonnatlon from nuy source, In- 
c lud Ln^ the jirapevlne , wh ich is cons i s trn t w ll )i ear I ier find i ngs 
indicating a nci'd for more Infopxiation on njost topics and. mo re 
fdl low-up from most sources- 

F . Channels oL' Communication 

Table 19 presents the amount of Information employees currently, 
ideally and need to receive frotii various channels of communication. 
Rmployoes tend to receive the most information from telephone and 
written channels, as opposed to face-to-face channels. Althouj'Ji 
information received through the former, more impersonal channels, 
is about adequate for most employees present needs, more face-t«i- 
face conmufVlcat ion is currently needed (primarily In mectinj',s with 
top managbment and immediate supervisors, as indicated in C. above). 

C .' (Ir ganiza tiona 1 Communication Relationships 

Tables 20 and 21 describe the extent to which communication re- 
lationships are effective and likely to enhance the climate and 
overall effectiveness of organizations. In general, the immediate 
communication climate is excellent. Most employees like working in 
their orj;an izati on ,. trust their boss, co-workors and subordinates; 
they think their boss is warm and friendly, \inders tand.s their job 
needs, is open, honest and a good listener. Although they believe 
they can tell their boss wiien things go wrong, they do not believe 
this , is so for the organization at large. They do not believe the 
organization encourages differences of opinion, allows them to 
have a say in dec is Ions; affecting their job or rewards or praises 
them for outstanding performance; further, they believe they do not 
have much influence on operations within their department. In short, 
the immediate working clim;ite posters healthy interpersonal relations, 
whereas the organization at large tends to lack incentives, recognition, 
input on decision-making and opportunity for influence and sufficient 
advancement. 



H. Satisfaction With Organ izatiional Outcomes 

\ 

Table 22 presents the extent to which employees are satisfied with 
various organ i;:at ional outcomes. Again, most seem very satisfied with 
t'leir immediate relationships and their job. They are least satisfied 
with tlieir chances to get ahead, their opportunity to make a. difference 
and their organization's overall communication efforts. Although satis- 
faction with pay has a blmodal distribution (several are satisfied and 
others arc equally dissatisfied), most employees seem to feel thoy have 
giine as far as they can go in their organization. As noted in other 
findings, insufficient feedback, reward systems, performance apprair^^l 
and follow-up nay be contributing to this focus of dissatisfaction. 
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I. Overall Siirvov Cone 1 us loan 

- •■ - ■ ^ — t« , 

Table 23 presents each of the 116 siirvoy items with Llielr moans 
Mtandaril di' viae ions nnd response (IlHtrlbiiLlons, Overall nndinf:;s 
frnm the ICA'n survey inHLrument hichttie: 

1. Most employees neither receive t\or have the opporlunlty to 
send a great amount of information in their or(»anizu lions, Tiieir 
primary nccdfi include both more Information about personal )ob- 
rolatied matters and organizational decision-making aloni^^with u 
greater opportunity to voice complaints and evaluate superiors, 

2. In ii;encral, the farther up the orp.anizational literarchy, the 
less the follow-up, particularly related to Information sent to top 
management . . ' 

3. The best sources of information are those closest co omploycni 
(I.e., co-workers, immediate supervisors), and the worst are those 
farthest away (top management, boss' boas, formal management presen- 
tations). Although employees currently receive the most information 
from their boss, they want even more, particularly related to the 
conduct of their daily jobs. The Rreatest noeds appear to be for 
more job-related information from immediate supervisors and more 
organization-related information from top management. 

4. In general, information from top management Is of lower quality 
(less timelv, accurate, useful) than that from other key sources. Al- 
though primarily a problem of top management, receiving untimely 
messages (too early or too late) has reduced the quality of informa- 
tion from al,l key sources, 

5. Employees tend to get more information than they want and of 
lower wuality from their organization's "grapevine". 

r>. In forma t ion rece ived through Lmpe rsona 1 channel s (te lephone or 
written) appears adequate, but there Ls a need for more information 
through face-to- tnce channels. 

7. The immcfiiate coimiunication climate is oKCellent and healthier 
than that of the organ ir.at ion at large. Employees like working in 
their organizations and enjoy healthy interpersonal relationships with 
those closest to them. At the same time, however, the organization as 
a wlinle limits complete openness, lacks sufficient incentives and re- 
wards, and minimixes input, influence and advancement oppor tunit lcf 
for its employees. 

8. Although satisfied with tlieir current progress, m<^st employees 
are not too optimistic about their future witliin their organization. 
While highly satisfied with their job and close relationships, they 
arc nnt satisfied with their chances- to advance further or make a 
diffi'rcnco Ln their organization. Thiri dissatisfaction may be due 
more to communication-related problems (e.g. , lack of feedback, re- 
ward and appraisal systems, involvement in decision-making) than to 
pay or more concrete incentives. n 

9. In short, while job .satisfaction, intt^rpersonal rolat Lonships 
and work progress seem satisfactory, particularly among those in close 
interaction, communication problems related to Insufficient input, in- 
fluence, appraisal and feedback exist with more distant sources of in- 
formation. 
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IV, 'ANALYSTS OK NORMS BY ORGANIZATION TYI'F. AND l)KM(X;KAiMtlC.:s 

^ ' ^'t^nt in^t'ticy Analysis 

Lawrence and l.orj;ch (196*>> have uliovni ihiit there Is nu one heut 
ktnti nf orgnnlzat ion lo deal wiLli etTinplox auJ ehan;;in}>', envi ronineiita I 
eondlLlons . LiithanH and Stcwai t (1^)77") more rocent:ly liavo InL rixhiccd 
a >^oncral eont in^^nicy theory ol' manni'.emcnt whieh presentf? literally 
hundreds of potenclal variahlert LnL'lucnclti^ «>r^'.an Iza t tonal jierfor- 
mance , Wllo (197(1) has applied ronttngency theory to the analysis of 
data collected with his LTV Audit prnccdnre and, althoui;h finding no 
y'eneral re la t i onsh Lpti bctv/ccn dcmov.raphlc and comimmirat ion variahlcs, 
did find slRnif leant relationships In cIlfferenL tyi^es of or^^an Iza t ions 
and in d I f fercnt demographic con t inju'nc Ics , Un for tuna te ly , except for 
Wiio, nil comnumlcar ion researcher has applied contLMnporary conllnycncy 
theory to the study of organ Izat iona I comrnun icat Ion (Coldhahcr, 1977), 

S Lnce one of the ICA ' s long- ranj^e f\oa 1 s f n'r the And it la the 
hu L 1 d i nj; , te^; t ini; and va IJda t Ing o f tirj'aniza t iona I coniniun Lea t Ion » 
theories, it seems to be In a good position to address the major re- 
search qucs t Ion : Under what contingencies do organ Izati on % commMUlcate 
best when confronting their environment ? Spec i flcally, do different 
types of organizations have different ccmnmnlca t ion needs? Do organi- 
;^nt lonal internal contingenc ies (demographics such as age,^ sex, edu- ■ 
cation, seniority, management level, amount of comnum icatlon training) 
affect cotimiuni cat ion needs? Are different demographics more salient 
as predictors of communication need In different types of organlza- 
„l ions? Do different combinations of demographics and organization 
lypes produce tiifferent qualities of communication relationships and 
( ommunicat ion satisfaction? In this paper, we analyze' the ICA survey 
data bank by selected demographics and organization types as we bej»in 
to find answers to some of the questions of interest in tes ting con- 
tingency approaclics to organizational communication. 



V> . Organization' Type 

Kigures 1-4 present comparison among the 13 different organizations 
currently stored in the data bank. (As i ndlcate^* above , data from 3 
audits was collected but is not currently stored in the data bank.) 
Results of the ANOVA's indicate that: 

1, Government organizations have^' a greater need to receive in- 
formation than other types of organizations; educational organizations' 
need to receive . information is slightl;;' above the average for all 
organizations, and both health care and private organizations are 
below the averag:e. 

o 

2, Government organizations have a greater need to send Informa- 
tion than other types of organizations; health care organizations' 
need to send information is slightly above the average for all 
organizations, and both educational and private sector organization*; 
;ire slightly below the average. 

3. Government organizations have a greater need, to receive in- 
formation from a variety of communication sources than do other types 
of organizations; health care, educational and private sector organl- 
?;ations, all slightly below the average, do not differ greatly from 
each other In their need for Information from different sources. 

4. Workers in government organizations tend to be less satisfied 
with organizational outcomes than those in other organizations; satis- 
faction is h ighes t among worke rs in private sector organize t ions ; 
little difference exists in worker sat.isfactlon between those in 

Ileal th care and educational organ izations , These resu Its tend to 
support the predictive validity of the ICA survey instrument, namely 
that employees who are most dissatisfied with their organizational 
outcomes will have the greatest need for communication improvements. 
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5. AlCltouRli, the nbovi> llndinj^M tc»nd to support ' tin- cent Inv.i'iicy 
theory propoHitlou that dl Cforcnt ial ccsnimiin 1 ca t Ion rfCocf:^ occur 
;imon>', dlffonnit typen orgnn Izn t lon» , n word of cnntloii Is In 
order. WliIU' uiir total Humple Includes 13 organizations, the Haniplf 
wltliln any oiu? ortvm 1 z:a 1 1 onn I cater,itry Is Hinall (health carc'-2, 
Rovurnmenta I -3 , educa 1 1 ona I -5 , pr lvate-3) . I'urther, the n;iparent ly 
negative ruaiiltH about govemmentnl orRanizatlons, wliilu poHsibly 
repruflcntativo of tlic greater population of govornjuent organ IzationK , 
w«a L'ollectod In K.reat part From a paru-mil Itary police agency. Traits 
Inherent to that organization's goals, structure, disc Is lon-mak Ing 
incchan Isms , etc. may have negatively inCluonced these results. Never- 
theless, further audits In government organizations will provide further 
iuslghta into tlicse possibilities. 



C . Demographica 

In order to facilitate a test Of cont injj'.eiicy thtory of organizational 
communication, the scales of the, survey were sunmed across Items. Using 
the demographle variables as fi.xed factors In a mul ti pie- fac tored ANOVA 
for unequal cell sl:'.es (SHSK , Version 6.0), tlie various combinations of 
contingencies were tested as to their predictive utility regarding com- 
munication variables. With the exception of the "communication relatlon- 
shipfi" scale on the survey, all scales were un Id imens ional (based upon 
preliminary factor analysis work published in Yates, et. al,, 1976) and, 
accordingly, the items were simmed to provide an interval, continuous 
value for each scale. Missing values for a given item were substituted 
by the muan value for tlu'it item. 

Kach of the, ten demographics and several combinations of demographics 
and organization typos, for a total of 442 tests, were submitted to the 
preliminary analysis, "n An alpha level of .01 was used for all tests, 
given the preliminary nature of this contingency analysis. Such a 
rigid alpha level would normally increase the probability of a Type-2 
error. However, since we conducted 442 tests, we used a more rigid alpha 
level in order to reduce Type- I error. 

Our data arc presented for each of the major demographics; where 
second or third-order interactions may influence the main effects, sudi 
Is noted. Howis^ver, such interactions may be more apparent than real 
i:ons!derlng the very large N (3808) in the sample. 

1. Job Class Lf Lcat ion was not a very strong correlate of organi- 
zational communication behavior. No clear pattern of relationship 
evolved between this demographic and measures of communication. 
However, salaried employees tended to want and need more information 
than hourlies, but the latter tended to enjoy better relations and be 
more satisfied with organizational outcomes. 

2. Sex was somewhat associated with communication behavior. 
Wj>men tended to send and receive (and want to send and receive) more 
information than men. Men have a greater need for information; they 
also tend to have more effective relationships than women. These 
findings should be considered in the light of the 2-way interactions 
found between se-< and supervisory status, sex and age, sex and type 
of organization, and the three-way interactions among age, sex and 
type of organization and education, sex and type of organization. 

3. Work shift was not strongly related to communication behavior. 
Workers in later shifts tended to want less information, have worse 
relationships and be less satisfied than those from earlier shifts 
(perhaps due to the fonner's relative Isolation). 



4. Organization Tenure was strongly related to comniunication 
behavior. Employees who worked longer with their organizations 
tended to receive and send more information than they needed, 
enjoyed better relationships and wore more satisfied with organi- 
zational outcomes. For oraployoes working 5 years or less with 
their present organization, the reverse was true. This demographic 
interacted significantly with type of organization, indicating its 
relatively selective nature. 

5. Job Tenure Has also sLrongly related to communication be- 
havior, again indicating that those workers with the longest 
tenure in their 'jobs needbd less] and received more information 
while enjoying high morale and good relationships. These findings 
are somewhat influenced by significant two-way interactions betiween 
job-tenure and both education and^'^pervisory status. 

6. Supervisory Status was moderately assQciaf:ed with communica- 
tion behavior. Supervisory/personnel tended to receive (and want 

Lo receive) more information than non-supervisors; furthermore, the 
former were more satisfied with organizational outcomes and enjoyed 
healthier interpersonal relationships. Supervisory status interdicted 
significantly with sex, job. tenure and type of organization. 

7. Education was moderately associated with communication be- 
havior, but for name variables the relationship was curcilinear 
rather than linear. Those who were the least and most educated 
wanted and needed the most information. As education increases, the 
need to send information decreases, better relationships .are enjoyed 
and satisfaction with organizational outcomes increases. Education ^ 
strongly interacted with type of organisation and signif icpiitly i:iter 
acted (3-way interaction) with both sex and organization type. 

8. Age was one of the strongest correlates of communication be- 
havior. Younger Employees (under 40) tended to receive less and 
want more information than their older countierparts . Employees 
under 30 needed' to both send and receive more information than those^' 
over 30, but only from, and/or to selective sources. Although em- 
ployees under 30 enjoyed better relationships, they were less satis- 
fied with organizational outcomes than older employees. Age inter- 
acted very strongly with type of organization and somewhat with.- both 
sex and supervisory status, , A significant three-way interaction was 
reported among age, sex and organization type, 

9. Communication Training ^was moderately associated with com-** 
muni'cation behavior. In general, the more training, the- more in- 
formation received and wanted, the more effective the relationships 
nnd the more saLisfying the organisational' outcomes, " As training 
increased the need to send information decreased. 

10. "N umber of People Communicate With was also moderate ly^rc- 
lated to communication»beha\{ior. Those who talked to the greatest 
number of people tended to receive, and want more information, 
enjoy better relationships and be more satisfied with organizational 
outcomes. This variable' significantly interacted with type of 
organization. 
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Sunanarlzing our basic findings about demographic variables : 

1. Similar to Wiio (1976), we did not find any general relation- 
ships between demographic variables and communication variables; wbiic 
we were able to identify several demographics wfiich either strongly 
or moderately related to communication behavior, second or third- 
order interactions may have influenced these findings.. 

2. Age, organization and job tenure were the strongest demo- 
graph Ic cor re lates of communication behavior ; drganiza t ion type 
interacted with several demographics of communication behavior, 

3. The above findings, although preliminary in nature, provide 
strong evidence for the acceptance of a contingency approach to the 
study or organizational communication. 



CONCLUSION 

The ICA Communication Audit, now entering its 7th year, has 
finally begun to realize its intended potential, namely to begin to 
formulate conclusions about organizational communication behavior, 
perceptions and attitudes across different types of organizations. 
With the publication of this paper and its current norms, the dream 
of comparetice analyses among organizational^- communication researchers 
and practitioners is nm/ becoming a reality. Naturally, at this stage 
of our development, our findings, although based upon the largest 
sample yet collected in the United States, are still highly tentative. 
Furthermore, our analysis of organization types and demographics In- 
dicates that broad generalizations ahout "how organizations conmuni- 
cate'' may be mislead ing without considering the contingenc les opor- 
a t Ing for particular organizations . 

As we move toward continued theory-building in organizational 
communication, we invite interested researchers to both help u.s 
bsiild and use our data bankT" 
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Table 1: Development of ICA Communication Audit 



P hase I (197M974) 
Development of Audit 
Procedures/Instruments 

Objectives 1. Develop conceptual frame- 
work 

• 2. Identify, survey and 
evaluate audit literature 

3, Develop audit procedure 

4, Develop (or identify) audit 
'instruments consistent with 
conceptual framework and 
audit procedure 



Phase II' (1974-1976) 
Pilot-testing of Audit 
Procedure/Instruments 

1. .Conduct pilot-tests of audit 
procedure and .instruments in 
'a variety of organizations 

2. Develop computer programs to 
analyze the data 

3. Revise audit instruments/' 
procedure based. upon data 
from pilot-tests 

4. Develop' plan to disseminate 
audit results/plans to 
appropriate outlets 



Phase III (1976-present) 
Implementation of Audit 
Procedure and Data Bank 

L Implement audit procedure 
in variety of organizations 

2. Develop norms allowing 
inter-organizational com- • 
parisons 

3. Use audit data to build 
and test organizational 
.communication theories 

4. .Disseminate results of 
audits 

5. Train researchers/practi- 
tioners to become ICA' com- 
munication auditors 



Inputs • ,1.3^ ^ears of work from 163 

researchers from 6 countries 
2. 4 convention workshops 
.3. 3 convention meetings 

4. 5 mail surveys 

5, 4 literature searches 
(manual and computer) 



L 2 years of work from 100 re- 
searchers from* 4 countries 

2. ^,10 pilot-tests involving more 
than 2,000 employees 

3i 6 convention workshops 

4. 7 professional meetings 

5. ,2 grants 

6. 3 management meetings 

7. 1 conference call - 



1. Ik years of , work from 150 
researchers from 7 countries* 

2. 6 audits involving more than 
■ 3,000 employees 

3. 7, audit workshops attended 
by over 200 persons 

4. 2 management meetings 



Outputs 



1. conceptual framework 

2. annotated bibliography on 
communication audits . 

3. general procedure for con- 
ducting audits 

4. drafts of five audit in- 
struments 

5. general procedure for 
credentialing auditors 
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L 2 additional drafts of audit 1, 
- process/instruments 2. 

2. management plan outlining . 3. 
steps in conducting audits 

3. synthesis of audit process 4. 

4. summary reports" of 10 audits 

5. original computer programs to 

(. analyze audit data 5. 

6. plan for giving audit feedback 

7. plan for managing audit project, 
conducting audit workshops and 
disseminating audit results 

6. 



2 drafts of audit tools 
operations manual 
data bank operational (over 
4,000 fir surv^ey) 
■ETPLOT operational (to 
help network analysis part 
of audit) 

hochure printed, newsletter 
distributed 5 papers, 3 
articles mitten, alfto 
help disseminate audit 
information ■ 
25 credentialed -auditors 



Table 2: Survey Topics ' 

l2Ei£ . Number Items 

•-. ^ 

1. Amount of information received/desired from 

others on selected topics 26 

2. Amount of information sent /desired to be sent 

to others on selected topics 10 

3- Amount of information receivefd/ desired from* 

selected sources 18 

4. Amoun'ii of follow-up or action taken on 

inxormation sent to others A 

5. ^ Quality of information received from key sources 20 

6. Amount of information Treceived/desired from 

selected channels 6 

1 . Qitality of communication relationships 21 

8. Satisfaction with major organizational outcomes 11 

9. Perceived organizational effectiveness 2 
10. Demographic information 10 

" TOTAL ' . . . 128 



!• Amount Scale 



Table 3': Scales Used in the Questionnaire- Survey 
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Topic Area ^ 

Progress in your job 1, 1 2 3 4 5 
Pay and benefits 3. 1 2 3 4 5 
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IL Extent Scale 
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Relationship 

85. Extent tq which 
you trust your 
boss, 

86.. Extent to which 
.you have a say 
in; decisions 
that affect you 
(your job) 



1 '^2 3 4 5 



1 2 



4 5 



III, Satisfaction Scale 
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Outcome : 

I, Your 

, pay 1 2. 3 A 5 
2 '.■Your 

job 1 2 3 4 5 



■ no 
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Receiving Information 
■ Receiving Information 

Sending Information^ 
• Sending Information^ 
, Information Sources^' 

Information Sources^ 

Relationships-^ 



Organizational Outcomes 
Overall 



Table 4: Reli§})ility/Validitjr_ of Survejj Instriment 
2 



1 



Reliability Avs.. Correlation Discrimination Validity Index' 
. with total score ' Ability^ . 



.882 ■ 


.643 


looy, ■ 


69 


.852 


.600 ■ ■ 


( 1001 


07 




767 

1 /U/ 




.JO 


.787 


.734 


looy, 


.10 


.699 


^541 


,. 787. 


.63. 


.756 


' .580 , ' 


89i 


' .06 


.901 


n/a 


■ ■ n/a, 


.70 


.876 


.669 


looyo 


n/a 


.838 


n/a 


n/a 


n/a 



1 



2 



■As of March 15, 1977, N=2301 

i I ' ' ' , ■ 

Nunnally, Equation 6.18, p. 193 as generated by program PIAS. 
3 .■■ ... • " ■ ' ■' 

Discrmination percentages are the number 'of items which significantly (alpha=.05) discriminate 
between high and low scorers (top 17% versus bottom 111 and do so with at least a difference of 
one standard deviation; 



4, 



5, 



6 



Correlation coefficient between particular, scale and "organizational outcomes" scale. All co- 
efficients are "statistically significant". , 

Current ratings ("amount of information received now"). • 
Ideal ratings ("amount of information wanted to receive") 



The relationships J'scale" is multiple-dimensioned, therefore,, statistics based upon total scores • 
are misleading and left out; the validity index reported is a multiple r. , . 



Table 5: Simimary of Audits 



Organization 

1,. Arizona Utiiity 

Canadian Hospital 

■ ■■ o ■ ■ 
Fiorida?^School System 

U.S. 'Senator's Office 



2. 
3. 

*4. 
5. 



Pennsylvania >lanufactur iijg 
Company 

*6. Public Defender's Office 

7. University Personnel Office 

8. - University Public Relations 

Division ^ 

9. U. S. Federal Aigency 

10. University Academic Department 

11. Wisconsin Volunteer Agency 

12. New York Bank 

13.. Colorado .Hospital 
14. Federal Police Agency. 
•^IS^. Albuquerque HospitaJ. 
16. Kansas University 
TOTALS . - 



Population 
.4,000 
1,700 ■ 
2,700 
40 . • 

1,000 
23 
33 

68 
100 
50 
200 
■ 1,800 
735 
500 
800 
1,412. 
15,163 



Survey Sample 
400 
1,700 
■ 588 
40 

124 
.25 
33 

68 

100 
50' 

200 

315 

735 

500 

112 
1,412 
6.402 . 



Survey Return 
350 . 
. 977 
267 
33 

r 

124 
25 
30 

52 

76 

20 

66 
.191- 
480 
214 
.65 
961 
3,931 



*not in data bank 



OrRanization Type 
Health C.are Organizations 
Educatipnal Organizations . 
Private Enterprise 
Governmental Organizations 
TOTALS 



Table 6: Type of Organizations Audited 

Number Audited Combined Returns 



3 
5 
3 
5 

16** 



1,522 
1,330 
■ 665 
414 
3.931 



of Bank 

39% 

347o 

in 

10% 
100% 



**3 organizations not currently in data bank 



32 



Table' 7k Demographic Profile of Persons i^udited 



Demographic 

1. Classification 

Salaried 

Hourly 

Other 



t Respond'ents fo of Total Demographic 



2, ,5ex 



Male . 
Female 



3- Shift 

Day Shift 
Second Shift: 
■ Third Shift 

PtheLipari-ti!Pej..etc_.J, 
k. ' Orgaiiization Tenure 

, Less'tha,n.l year 
1 to 5 years 
6 to 10 years . 
, U'to 15 years 
' More__tha.n 15 years 

5. Job Tenure 

Less than 1 year 

I to 5 years 
6 to 10 years 

II to 15 years 
, l|QreJliaji_1.5 vears, 

6. ^^uper^isory ^a!tus 

Supendsor 
Ndn-super\risor ' 



ERIC 



7. Education 

' Completed high s.chool 
Some college or technical 
Completed college or tech. 
Some graduate schooL 
Commie ted_. graduate school 




38r 

school 646 
school 5^1 

363 



Under 20 
21 to 30 
31 to kO 
kl to 50, 
c^er 50 



t Resp. 

1996 

•91. 
. 622 

■ i^oo , 
386 ^ 



fo of Tot' 



25f» 



9.' Communication 
' Training 


■ ■ m9 




None 
■ little ■ 
Some 

Extensi\re 


563 

613 • 

■ 259 


32^ 

, I8f. 

35^ 
1% 


10. 1 of People 
Communicate 
With 


1732 




None ■ 11, ■ 
. 1-2 > .78 ■ 
few (under 6) ' 296 
toy (more than 5) 134.7 


■4.5^ 

m 

n- 



", I' 



'1 ' ' • ' ' 

^ HCtlVlnC. lNf0»i4TI0N f^l)« OTHcRS 



.topic: wmQ w\m'^m nm\ mmw miui 

^^r^^^''*-- — 

•UNK PE«c^Ni >^a\ m\m m lu mmwm audit suRyt.r ' 



1 


bum 


3,37 


l\h 


2 


^9.133 


3.30 


3.i\ 


'■3 




3.23 




' k 




3.1'^ 


j.'.i 


\i 




3.Di. 


J.'3!) 




37,530 


2.9f) 


3.38 


V 


3<!,33ii 


2.h 


3.20 


d 


31,9't3 


2.eti 


3,23 




30,04(1 


2.<". 


3,2^ 


io 


29.1'^) 


2,<ib 


3.23 


11 




2.51 


3. 10 


1? 


2V,686 


2.ab 


3.10 


13 


22.300 


2.59 


3.3(1 



'\ • ' " 

1 1 iKlOii 3,37 • 19.?0 YOUMdUfOyiKEMENTS 

W ?4Y m SENcFlTS 

Uii J?G4NIZM'I0NAL PULICIES 
\3^^ 40'<( you 4PE BtlNC JUDGED 

IV'' HD'^ rOunOd-RtLATtO PSDBLkNS ARE BEING HANDLED ' '' ' < 

11X9 I«POtiTANr NEW SERVICE OR^PkOGRAH DEVELOPHENTS IN VDUR ORGiNniTrUN 
lECHNOinGICAL CHANGES' AFFECT roUR JOB ORSAN'^^nON , 

.•mi^jnHDTiGN m advancehent opportunities'In your organization ' 

• k1' 'IANAGEMFNI FACES, in YOUR ORGANIZATION 

9'5 lISrAKES AND FAILURES OF YOUR organization , , , 

' ~, 

, RECEIVING INFORHATION FRQH OTHERS ,' , 
TIPJCS RANkWfRED POSITIVELY WITH RESPECT TO IDEAL OUALITY 

****** 'rr- * M...... ■ 

• 1 7.7,717 v.is ^,.13 2>,4* ^jY IKO 5ENEFITS V ■ ' ■ , 

: ' i! 75.'dJ»'- v.&ft. (,,11 HJ*) ■10; rOiJ PtH'-AuDGcD 

■ I ^-"^ ''^w w Jue-^.UAr^ prdbu^s are being handleo ' 

b 70.yji( 3,51 3,95 2«)2'( TCANlZillONAt' POLICIES ■ ' ' • ' 

6M9S 3.H ?5'jD HO^ YLilR^JOnELATtS lo'.THt TOTAL OPERATION QF Yl,m nRfiNrriTinw 

. 2.boC.3..7a 3.d? • 2^«M^"0«T4Nr Nt« SERVICE OR. PPOCPAM lK 

I ■ 3.63 3.73. ^1^3 SPfCIFIC PROBLEMS, nANAGEHCNlF.CEs ST^^^^^^ ' . 

. , ■ J.VO 3.';. 3.7C 17^3 -lMtCH:,tlL0GIC4L CHANCtS, AFFECT YOUR JOi ; \ ' ' 

;,li >J.,^Jc 3.:^ l,6r.- "ISTAkts tNp. FAIlUPES OF^' yOUURGANIZ41|DN "\ 

' o . . ■ ■ • .... 1 . ' ■ \ ' , ■ : 



. Tjpici o^ot^cD PQsiri^tir ^ith -respect to m m iNrQUH^noN 
" * - , [ , ,,,,,, 

NEED [OtJL SmuS . 
RANK imiHm.Wj ^'nSJNS'gdESTIlU-UUHMCUJWNKUlOUublf SU«^cf 

; * * » * — , , , 

, HO- J*IG4Nl24TnN 0£CIiI3:^S H«Ot THAI AFFcCMJUnJB 

3708 H'JJ im JJB-RtLATEO PWBltMS ARE BtlNi HANDLED ' 
3725 HO^ rnj A^E' iEING J'JDGtO 

3692 Pir AND dcSEFITS , ' • 

3>3^ :^34M24TnUL PJLIChS / ■ ; 

.3QDt SPtClFK PS03LE1S HA^IAuiHENT FACci In yjj^ OSGANIZaTUN ' 

3?(ir.1IiT4^:i A^D FAILJKES DF rjUH GRGANIZATION 
331^0- Ie:H^jLj3i:AL CHANGES AFFECT younOi 

' 



ir 


6»335 


4.01 


2.5i 


2 


5.969 


3.^9 


2.66 


J 


5.435 


4,90 


2.84 


4 , 


5.571 


4,06 


2,96 


5 


5.042 


4.08 


3,30 


6 


5.017 


3.91 


.3.05 


7 


4.979 


3.63 


2.65 


8 


4.995 


3.75 


2.38 


9 


4,3i5 


3.93 


3.b 


10 


4.830 


3,56 


2.59 


11 


4.692 


3.i9 


3.23 


12 


4.59<! 




5,37 


U 


4.403 


3.54 


2.34 
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ICA COimuNlCillil*' itiOIl — 'Nllkt o/ fj WNK ]F CJH^uiilcuiOfl 4U01I SURVEYS -■ 0. tHOMftS PO«TEP» ANtUST v m l"?? 



Table 10 , INFOKHMIIIN 13 QTHE'S 



RANK P£'<CENT MEAN ^IkAN <>n\]% (fejl fHi ICA CUM^bNICATION mil SypVtY 

***** ********** ♦ • ♦ M MMMM 

. 1 'tMua 3.b 3.^ l^'iTS^UllEWS f'OR INfaKMAIION ruu HEED TO QO'rOUnOH 

.2 ji.za') -a-Od i/t? / HSMEPO^ii of rojnoB Acnviiy and progress 

3' 34. li^ 2, S3 ^3..i» HOT HfUUfSlS FUR CLARlf ICATION OF CONFUSING tJORK INSTRUCTIONS 
4 25.636 2.70 hi) m CCIPLAINIS ABOUT YOUR JOB ANO/Ofi WORKING CONOITlflNS 
. 5 DM 2.'i6 1.30 _ Vh,1QW EVALUATION (SI OF [HE PERFORMANCE OF SUPERIORS , 

***** ' *•♦* ♦ 

-\ 

TOPICS RANURQERED PDSITIVELV yiTH RESPECT TO IDEAL OUALITY ' ■ . , 



1 - 62.139 3.71 r,ib V.U REOUESIS FDR, INFORHAIION YOU NEED TO DO /OUR JOB ' '\ 

2 60.461 '3.70 y.,-!!) ^^3MEP0PTS ,]l YOUR JOB Atl'IVI ir 'AND PPOGR'ESS 

3 St. 296 3.!;i 3.31 '071 Cl]«PLAtNlS 4BJUT YOUR JOB ANO/O* Mni% C3N.OIH0NS 
* io^OT!) 3.^H '.117 PEQUESIS FOR CLARIFICATION OF CUNFUSlNG'iJORK INSTRUCTION-S 
) 53.219 3.51 3./'. ; UOl im tVALJlfluN IS) OF THE PEPFORMANCE OF SUPEPIORS 

TOPICS RANK QSOEOFO "OSITIVELY WITH RESPECT TO NEED FOPMNFORHATIUN, ' 



NttD JOi^L SI4IUS 

im iNDcX ll-D^> IN9E< .P;R5']NS QJESTIDN fROK iHt ICi COHflUNlCATION AUDIT SURVEY 



,1 J.3;5'3.51 2..^6 3597 YOUR EVALUATION (SI OF THE PERFORMANCE OF SUPERIORS 

. 2 S^^jo 3.5i ;.70 ^700 CnM^LAI^ITS ABOUT YOUR^'JOB ANll/OR WORKING CONDITIONS ' 

3 -.-j-' ■3,70 J?3f! 371i REPORT' OF %W JOB ACTIVITY ANO PROGRESS 

, *^j-'345 3.7-1 3. 15 356? KEOUESTS FOR INFORHATION YOU NEED TO 00 YOUR J09 ■ 

ERLC^'"' -''^ "^"^^^'^ CLARIFICATION OF CONFUSING WORK INSTRUCTIONS 



K* COHMUNICATION 4UDIT — FiillRL DiU SANK l)f CJMflUNITinaN lUOH SyPl/EYS - .t), IhO'^^S POSTER, ANiLTSl my 



Table ll SUUKES OF INfORHAIION 
I'J'KS ?ANS OftOEiJFD POSIll^SLr i(llH K'SPtCT TO CiJ'RCNT QUALITY ' ' 

****** ♦♦.♦'-♦MMMMMM O*.* Mt«*MMM»MmHM»HMM.*. 

HANK FERCENI MEAN lElfi PER3JN5' OUf Sri:)?^ FkUH ICi CC^^yUNlCAlION iUDIf iURifEr 



******* ♦ • ♦ , t 

n?i co-^ij''<:^s I'' rou^ m unii op oepariieni 

M05 YOUP t)GS,^ (IMHEfllATE SUPI'PID!!) 
1?61 0EPA5lH:ir MEETINGS AS A SOURCE Of INFUPHiTlON 

41!) SUfiDSDIllATES «5 SOURCES OF INFOPHATION ([p APPLICABLE TO THE'RESPONDENT) 
roup SCSS'S iUrr-ilOR A!, A SOURCE OF INFORHATDn 
HF GPAPCi/lNC (SU.10I' MiLLl AS A SOURCf 3F iNf ORHAIION 
J?-) INDII/IOUHS ]H OUSR UNJIJ 0^1 OEPARHEMIS IH rOUR ORGANIZATION 
'41 FORfliL iIANaGEHENT PREScNTAIIONS AS 4 SOURCE W INfORHATION 
^16 TOP 1iN4r,c»1ENT 



1/ 3b.v60 






2 


5u.l03 


3.41; 


},n 


3 


3?. 431 




3.39 


t, 


34.063 


2. 90 


3.35 


5 


2!i.o76 


•2,70 


3. 27 


6 


27.'i3h 


2.94 


3,JG 


7 


?5.46S 


2.79 


3,14 


B 


23.730 


2,55 


3,14 


9 


22.a64 


2.4?' 


3.16 



Sl'iitfC^S .UF INFiT'1AilJ'( 

Tipj.':?, R4N:. n!'deped posiihELi' i^iTH PESP-icr n lotAi duality 



********* MM*,MMM.tM HMtMMMMM, 

r'JU' HOii (iHIEDl'Alt iu;'t"'l0^1 
'''■fARilcNI ,UFil.%S AS A'SuJRCE OF i'lliiRliJIili 

'iJ^iPDhilfS AS SDURCfS UF firURHTIT^ I If AOf; !C4aLE ID FhF PiSPONO^NII 

niip iuPErfiok isi 4S A suuRCF ;c iNnnArijN ' 

^VNAijFrtENT . ■• 5 

INDIVIDUALS IN JULR UNII-S OR DEPARIHFnTS IN YJUR ORGANIZATION 
'0»f1AL HANA'GFHENI PR£S£N4T10'*S AS A SJURCE OF INFORMATION. 



I 


84,201 


4.?U 


4.?i 


3141 


2 


56. '^Cl/ 




J. /3 




3 


6!!,4/H 


3. '5 


J. !4 


'4M 


4 


55,Oi2 


3.i(. 






5 






UK 


1 J 74 


6 


5?, 520 




. , M 




7 


47,'«t'; 


3, '2 


i.;J 


Wl'i 


e 


46,i09 


3.35 


3.54 


1551 


9' 


l?.O60 


2.35 


3.36 
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MMM»M>M».M.MMM.*..OM*.*»H M«MM*M»> ,,,,,,,, 



ICi CJMrtUNICillOS iuHr — [H\in 04I4 84NK of COMHUNiCATlON AUDIT SU«^EYS " 0. THOllAS PORT'EP* AflALYSf 



MAY 



, -■- naiE 12 ' ■ ■ \ 

\ 

. ' ■ SllUPCES OF iNFORHATnH . , ' 

TOPICS UM ORDERED POSITIVELY. ^ITH RE'SPECT TO NEcO FOP INFORHAIION , '''-^ ' 

■• NtlD IDEAl SI4IUS ■ . . 

HANK lN3i< INDEK .I!l0i;< PE^]]NS aUESTION FROM THE, IC4 COMMUNICATION AUDIT SURREY , ' . 



1 


5.06Z 


1^,20 


3.<iV 


■i75? YOUR BOSS IIHMEDIATE SUPERIURI 


2 




3.50 




1565 TOP MANAGEMENT ^ 


3 


5.03'! 


3,8i 




3f.36 DEPARTMENT MEETINGS AS A SOURCf OF INFORMATION . 






3,4f 




YOUP.'hOSS'S superior (SI AS 4 SOURCE OF INFOP.iATION 


i 




3.3b 


?,')'} 


I5<i^ F0RM4L MANAGEMENT PRESENTATIONS 4S 4 SOURCE OF .INF0RH4TI0N 


t" 




3.h6 


i.ib 


hll Cj-k-CRKERS IN YOUR OJN UNIT OR 0EP4RTMENT 


7 




3.^Z 


i.n 


mi [NDHIOUALS- IN OTHER UNITS OR DEP4RrMENTS IN YOUR 0RGAN1Z4TI0N 


ti 


MOO 


3.!0 




1?10 SIIFO^DINAILS AS SOURCES OF .INFORMATIO'J IIF 4PPLICA8LE TO THh PfSPONUENIl 


1) 


.1,-/7. 


2.3'- 




IMl GPAP-l/INf (RUMOR HILU AS A SOUPCr IF IM-.j<14TI3N 



THc NHD INOM f.iyj|5E><T3 '<?f'li FJ' HFOPMAIUN VERSUS UVE'dOAO. Ui LO^EK' TdE NEED INDEX* THE, GREATER THE TENDENCY 
■. FUR Ii^klRHAIION O^^^LniD,. THE HIGHER THE NFED'INOEO THE GPJATER THE NEED FOR INFORMATION ON TH4T PARTICULAR TOPIC. 
Ai TH: tiCfD isi'!' J.']^;' Li''/Ri Kl^f' ATTENTION SHOULD il GIVrN TO 4LlOC4rMN OF COIHUNICATION RESOURCES 
lU fH: APPi(tlPC.|aft INFO'<MJTIiJN TOPiC. " • ■ ■ ' 



ERIC 



Ig ' ■ ■ . 

1^ ■ . KA CONHUNIUTION iuO'IT — MlH OafA BANK Of c'OHHyNlCATlON AUOIT SUPVEYS --'0. THOHiS POnER, ANALYST Hl'im ' 

"Taljle 13 Follow Dp. Action ' . ' 

■TSflCS RANK d^ilEREo'POSlIIVELy yiTH dESPECT 'Ta OEJRE'e OF OUHITY 

■j'-' ■ ) ' ' ' ' 

»MM**M,HMMU»MM^WM ♦MMMM M.MH* iMM ♦> M 

:;;,*ANK PERCENI 'MtAII HE4N PEPSl^troUESnO'r+^OMHUCA CDHMUNICATIDN iUPirSURVEr' ' . ■ 

:■ . ^ 1 53.92()"3.<.l 1,57 ^"ifi fOlLOw-uP Ht juBORDINAIES 
; ■ ' 2 <»').61> 3.42 3.5t) ■ ?66 POLLOw-iJP BY CG-f/ORKcRS 

• 3 ■'.i.3b2 ,3'.23 .3,!iC, nu^rf-UJ BY IHE BOSJ II-HMtDIATE SUPERViiOR)' 

■ <• 30.'j76 2.t5 3.29 , 791 FOLLDm-UMY IDP HANAGEMfNl 

*************** MM***, M» ♦MMM«H» 

TABLE . 

' C'iiALITY OF, INfOPHATjON PROM IHHEOIATE SUPERVISORS ' ., ' 

fOPICS RANK ORDERED POSillVELY WITH RESPECT 10 DEGREE OF, QUALITY 

■ t n«* 4m MMM MMMM««MMM«*M 

"SAdPLt Vjiifi ' " ■ ■ 

: RANK PERCcnT HtAN. .1diN>E?5r;S OlirSTlON from IiIE iCA Ci'^iriUNICATlON AUDIT SURVEY 

,1 07.525 3.77 3.-/0 ' INPO^HATICN f-y^l TH^ HOSS IS ACCURATE (■I = LI^VA8LE» TRUSTnORT^Y iNf ORNATlONr 

2 59.851 3.(4 2,7^ 12^2 If'^ORflAfluS Njrt THE BOSS IS' USEFUL lUTiLITY OF THMNFOP^IATION) 

3 42.301 3.2J 3.44 li^^ I'tfCiPHATlUN F^G'f YOUR tJtlSS TIMELY (NOT TOO EARLfi NOT TOO LATE) 
. 4 11.359 l.O^J 2^ INFORMATION Fi'J*! THE BOSS IS, EXCESSIVE llNfORMAIlON OVERLOAD) 



45 



lb 



J 



|; ■!» co«iM«ic.iio» mi, r.. M UM tmmnm mu mm - p, iho„s mo.. iN.usr 

i---. * ...„.,„..,.,.. „■ 

SAMPLE NJ<^ . ■ ' , 

;^^,M,.M..M..;,M..,........,,,,,^ ^ ^^^^^^^^ ^^^^^^^^ 



1 59.^^0 3. to J.tO '''I INFO^MFION F^Gd SUflGHDiNilES IS USEFUL liN^UPHUJON UTILITY 



■ ' ■ ^ , T43LE ' ■ . ^ 

■ ' UiJ^LlTr OF IKFDRH4TI0N FROM CO-40RKcRS ■ ' ■ ; ■ 

. ■ • ffl'J" 0?OE«cJ POSITIV.ELY HITH RESPECT TO OcGREF OF QUALITY 

-M.M.nMH .a.............. , ^^^^^^^'^^^^^^^ 

,S4flPiE nm 

un^MM ntn MidN Pfjjr.s GUFsnuN FROMi? ici comhunication audit, survey 

' I ^'m VUl WW IVrT^^'' "^-^ "-^^'^^^5 IS accurate (BELItVEABLE, TPUST-ORTHY) 

■ • if ^^'^ '^f^^"'''0^f^^«"sy^^ERS IS USEFUL (I,NFdRHATIOS I I . ' 

'I'll • ^ ■ l;;; '^[CRUTU. CR,i CO-^iJ^KERS IS THEIY INOT W .J^LY iJl 00 LATEl ! ^ 

<< lA. hl^ I'^I^fQ^f'^nUN FRir, CHORKER: IS F<CESStVE IINFJRHITION OVERLOAD) ' \ |(':. 

\ r: 



ERIC 



\ 



li\ COMHUNICATION AUait — ENTIRE Dili UW OF CDMyNICMIQN' AUdH SURVEYS D. THOfliS PDRTER, ANALYSI m lQ?7 



., ■ ■ Table 17 

;'. ' OUILIT'MF lNfC««4TI0N FROH'TOP NiSAGEIENl-j . ' 

TOPICS ^MK Oi!i)t?(-D'^ "DSITIVEU UlTH RESPECT TG'DEGREE OF QUALITY 

■ Sample nj^m ' ^ . 

R4NK"PEi)C5f!T NtAN, flEAN PE'J^Nj 'iUfSTli]N l-i(OMriL IC4 CJHMUNlCAIIOMJOIf SURVdY •• " 

■ 1 3.40 3,66 ?12 iNFGii^'illJN f'OMOP hlNAC4HENT IS ACCUK/^Tf: (DELltVARLE* T^UST'yORlHYl 

Z VO.ZOO 3.1!) 3,'i3 iNFO^PJlIUfl Fkjl TO? HANAGtHrNT IS USEFUL I INFORMATION UTILITY) 

3 32. .'Oi Z.y** 3,29 113.? INfJ^ATIDN FRO'T TOP HANAGtHElJT IS TIMELY INOT TOO EARLY» NOT TOO LATEI' 

■<i 9.639 U% 2.79 L7MNFD>inAllUN NiJ« TOP'«ANAGtMiNT IS EKCESSIIIt IINFORHATION OVERLOAD! 

■ TABLE 16. , , 

. aUALIIY OF INFORMATION FROM THE GRAPEVINE 
TOPICS 54NK UPOE^ED POSITIVELY IJITH RESPECT TO DEGREE OF QUALITY 

\. 

bAHPLE NORM ' , 

iAJIK PiPCcU l^iA'i *1E.Ui PERSJ^IS JUtSTION IPUM IHE IC4 COMMUNICATION AUDIT SURVEY 

1 19,121° 2'.'..' 3.37 '7'^ iNFO^MAflUN f«lM IHf GRAPfVlUc IIMELY INOT TO] EARLY, NOT TOO LATE) 

, 2 If.J'ls ■2.'-l li) HFGkI'.AFION F^ijM Tril GRAi'FWNi [S USEFUL (JTILirY-Of INFORMATION! 

3.17,313 ?,2r 13j li^fD5MATI0N./'''OM THE GRAPhVINI t<Ct$SIVc (INrORMAlION OVERLOAD! 

■A' l>^,^rt ;,39 INFORMATION F?JM THF GRAPEVINE ACCURATE' (BELIEVABLE, TRUSTWniiTHYl 

w ■ (J ' ' , ■ ■ .;. . 
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50 



1 


.55.00 


3.48 


2014 


2 


■54.00 


3.4? 


2005 


3 


■45. 00 


3.19 


1640 




' . ■ Ta.ble 19 • 

Channels of Communica.tion 

Topics R a.rik: Ordered Positiyely With Regard to Current Quality : ' ' 

^:Rank Percent Sample Mean Persons Question from ICi\ Sur\rey 

Written (memos, letters, notices) 
Fa.ce-to-Fa.ce ' 
Telephone 

(?he_^those_feeling_2ositvelY_a,bou 

Topics R ank Ordered" Positively With Regard to Ideal Quality 

73.00 3.96 2660 Face-to-Face • ' 

61.00 3.68 2213 Written (memos, letters, notices) 

51.00 3.44 1866 Telephone 

T(V)ics Rank Ordered Positively With Respect To Need for Information 

Rank Need Index Ideal Index Status Index Persons Survey I . 

1 \ '+-52 3-96 3.47 2005 Face-to-Face 

,2 \ 3.89 ■ 3.68 ■ 3.48 2014 Written 

3 \ 3.71 3.44 3.19 1640 Telephone 

The n.eed^index represents need for information versus overload. The 
.lower thfe need index, the greater the tendency for information overload. 
The high ey the index, the greater the need for information on that 
particula.ir topic. As the need, index grows larger, more attention 
should be \given to a.llocation of communication resources to the ■ 
appropriate informa.tion topic. 
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TAi^Lt 2(1 

f:^i:j' nN< !"JjirH:LY ^ITh RESJcCT TG DEGREE OF jiJiLIlY 



■ -■1 ' • 



1 


70,^2!) 






3511 




!•) fc'HICi yjU LKE 'rJePKlNG IN YGU< U^GANlc'AIIilN 








3.12 


?'i3-' 




YOJK !j]iS llfiltDIATL SUPt*ii/ISCR.| IS HUNEST JITH YO'J ■ ■ ■ 


.3 




3.7/ 


,]Jc 






\Z ^HUn fJUR T«un row. dOSS IIHIEOIAIE SO?E(fVlS0R) 




63.75:* 


3.7', 


i.iC 






YJii fPJiT YJu^ SUBl)P3lNATtS (IF APl'LICAJLE T3 THE ^E'jPQNDEnTI 


c 


63'.'i3'* 


3.72 


3./" 


'35'. 


'IEjHEE 


f'Jll TPiSl YOU^ CG*'<JGS<Fi'3 ' 


t' 


d3,1<.1 


3. 7;' 


].n 


•IV} 




T:1 Vm Cd-rtdrKEPS GET ALJnC t^lTH EACH OTHER 


7 




i.'l 


3.-i 


".53 




nu CA'i f.LL blSS (MNEDIATE SJPER'^ISGRI JHE^f THING? 4P[«GJING Vn'JG 


b 




3.K' 


l.'i« 


r.?5 


')■'>?! 


YJu 1': CA^^DI) AND, FRANK *(ITH OTHERS IN YOUR ORGANIZATION 


9 


56,12!) 




3.73 


3rd- 




IJ ,JHICH YijyP ROSS (IIKEDIATE SUPEPi/ISJ'l LISTENS TO IJHAT YOO mi lOl^Y 


10 


55.J-I3 




3.75 


nt3 }fG«tt: Vm B!]3i STRll/ES TO MAINTAIN «4RH AND ERIENDLY REUTIONS *lITH HIS/HE! SJBSPOlNATFS 


11 






3.-.i 






li WHICH YJUk oOSS (INIiFDlATE SUPERVISOR UNDERSTInDS YOU? J(3 NEEDS 


12, 


<i(.ii7 


J. 35 


l.'.l 


■ :'37 




fJJ aPF FRii Tu DISAGKtE JlTH"Y;jjR dJSS (ItlEOUTE iJ^ERVlSUfl 


■13 


U.xiv 


3.?;' 






r n n ! 


T:-'.HICH YJu I^UST lOJ .^A'JAGEMENT . , 


I'* 




5.12 


3. J/ 


13')^ 




]]'' 'fWr.ViMW IS SINCERE IN THqP CJHIU'IICAI ION hITH EHPLCYEES 


15 


3;.i.;u 


2,"/ 


3.3i 


P35 




M iHlCH fJJ aP: INWLVEO IN THE ACHlEVt'^E'US OF rGlJ« ORGi'iiZATIONiS GPALS 


10 


3'i..;j' 


2.W 


J.3i 


13H 




T] iJHICH BOSS- lIN^rDlATE SUPERilSORI PRAlSfS YOU^FOR GOOD JOB 


17 


30. y?! 


2.eu 


3./3 


lllb 


^-UiNl n WHICH rjJ HAVt A SAY IN OtCISIONS TUT AFFECT YOU lYOUP JOB') 


16 


29.*; /'i 


2.7b 


3.''r 


11,^3 




^OIJ \\m iNF^LJrNCt eN OPERATIONS IN YOUR JNlT OP D"4RTflENT 


l") 


2^.'<-<o 




J.l'J 


^■J3 


tat'.i 


fj h'HlCH OIFFhfEM k'OR^ GROUPS SriAR^ INFORiATlON ^IH ONt ANOTHER ■ 


20 


20.;'.3 


^.C 


t.O! 


.Ml 




V wHiCH r.iUP ,;RGAMZATI:IN tNCiJURAC-S IJF^E^f-'CES J? OPINION 


l\ 


17,J1- 


2.A% ■ 








,>GtNUAi;;r; "kogmzes and RE-ARorojisTANoiNG per'fur.'',4nce • . ■ 



m PcRCENT F!f,U-, .'.liiji.j ;h; POSITIVELY A80UI T4E TOPICS LISTED A^OVE IN TERMS 3F DEGREE UF QUALITY 

Trts r-,':\:\n ,.y., ^-.jf^fs^ YOU? ORGANlZAfllN JiTH OTHERS. 
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u^iAMZAlIdN/iL CJMJN1CATM\ KlLAC-i^jHtPS 

■ ■ \ 



******** *'**^* MMM*MMMnM*,MMMn Vm.M**;M»mMn***.MHMMnnnmo»»«mmv 

SAHPLt «I3«« 

RANK i>tRCENr, HfAN 1EAN PE^V]^I^ lUFSflON f^D^ THE K\ CDH^UNICAllON AUOII 5UPV'fr ■ ' 



lin aiENT yJUK organization FtCOCfUZES A^^O RE'J4HJ3 i)UTSfANO!:K, PERFOP««NCC 
15.'nrG«tE TO WHICH fOUR ORGANIZATION ENCOURlGfi DIFFE:(ENCFS JF.OPINIUN 
H'J? cXTcNT r.lj HiSVt iNfLJcNCf UN nPti)4T!0N> IN rOJR U.^IT OP DtPlRTflENT 

EXTENT TO krilCri fOU HA« 4, SAT n DECISIONS THAI AFFECT m Hm JOB) 
m OEGREE TJ WilCh i^M lOSS (li^MLOUTt SU^EPJISORI *'^A!3cj m F^K A f,L)u3 JOB 

DfGSEt TJ fJU a^t Mm IK THI ACHl b^E'lrNTS OF YOUR ORGANliATIQN'S GOALS • 

IW EXTENT TJ VHICH JlFF^kiNT kCRK G'^OIPS SH4RE INFU^/IATION JITH ONi ANOTHER 
^?.^ 'JEGREF TOP ;iAN4GE1ENT IS' SI^ICFPE IN HEIR COM:WNICATI0N '^ITH EH'LCYEES 
^1^ EKTENI^ TO WHICH rOU TRUST TOP Mi^lAGEMENT 

73? EXTENT yJU ARE FR-EE 10 DISAGREE '^ITh TOUR 3[JSj (IfllEOIATE SyPERVISilP) 
63./ DEGREE yJUP BOSS STRIPS TC .^AINTAIM, wARI A'^O F^UNDLY RELATIONS KiTH HIj/HFP SUBORDINATES 
i?l ^<TENT 1:1 WHICH /OU? 30SS {IW.dUU SUPtR'^ISOR)' UNOERSTA^^OS rOUR JOB NEtOS 
b?^ DEGREE fj rtHlCH yJUR m. IMHEOIATE SUPr^VISORI LISTENS TO JHAT rOU H4VE Tn:SAy 
'iH D'GRFt TO WHICH yOUl, T-^iiST yOllR ilJS ipVHOUTt i j'^i R(/IS')R) 
'i3,l E<TENT YJU W TtLl rHUP HOSS ( MIEOUTE ^SJPES^IS'J^ 1 rfHEN THINGS i?F GOIIIG '^RONG 
'.3? OEGPEt YOUR' BOSS in^EDlMt SL'PERi/ISO? 1 IS HONEST h'lTH YOU ' ' 
OEGRCF rOU APc CANDiJ l.'Ji) FRANK WITH OTHERi H YOUR ORGANIZATION 
DEGREE TINHICH YOuR, CO-WORK^PS 'GET ALONG '4lTH EACH OTHER' '■' 
"UENI TJ JiICH YOU LUE nGRKING ]h YOUR ORGANIZATION- 
171 EXTE:U YJU im YOUR SUBORDINATES (IF APPLICABLE TO THC RESWENT) 
'37 OEGRE'. YOU TPUST YOUR CO-tlDRKERS ' ' . = 



**** 



1 


,V4.312 


2.16' 


2.99 


■ I 




2.6<t 


3.01 


3 


'lO.iiil 


2.7b 


3.2^ 




3a.96C 


2.i;o 


3.23 


5 ■ 


33.lo2 


2.97 


3.3> 


6 


33.115 


2.97 


3.3^ 


7 


32.5^9 


2.65 


3.10 


B 


25.396 


3.J2 


3.37 


. 9 


22.20A 


3.22 


3.'.6 




15.^^0 


3,35 


3.61 


11 


17.258 


3. 5*1 


3.75 


12 


10.953 


3, '.3 


3.51 


13 


h.9'.5 


3.53 


3.73 




lj.J'i9' 


3.77 


3.18 


,1V 


iJ.Oi^ 


3.67 


3.n' 


16 


il;6d'2 


3.79 


3.92 


17 


11.223 


.3. to 


3.69 


It 


0.068 


3.70 


1.77 


■»19 


7.528 


3.t9 


3.95 


,20 


t.759 


3.7'. 


3.'iO 


•21 


6.392 


3.7? 


3.78 



! 



■ THE Pi^CEM-IICURE P"':iENTS. THOSE PEfSO^. .WHO fFLl NEGUIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE IN TERHS OF DEGREE OF OUAlIir 
THE UV^ H[AN,CAN 3E CONTRASTED WITH THE Si,^PLF HEAS TO COMPARE YOUR ORG4NIZATrO'UlTH OTHERS. " 



TABLE '2 
LiPGAMZAriJfUL OUTCO'iES, ■ 
liin::. JRDfRED ^OSIIIVELY wIIH RESPECT Tj SAIISFACTIJN 



iANK>E^Ct4 '^e^^N ?r>'n'^S ^yUh.S[ION fPOiMHE lU COMMU^ilCATION AUDI! SURtfE^^^^ ' • ' 



1 






-.i7 






I 


7-.5.y3 


'■.C> 


•••.:! 




I'm 


3 


/l.!!3.7 


3.t^ 






YjiJ^. 


* 




3.^.' 


3.77 . 




^J^|p 


5 


10. '•j<* 


3.'. 




"i: 




6 


>i.H/ 


3..' ■ 


3.vj 




iM 


7- 


V...U2 


3.i"< 


i.vC, 


li?'J 




d 


1^.737 


3.17 


.3.'] 


'MO 


r:\yf 


q 




3.c-i 


.1 . ), 


If; 




10 




3.C3 


■' . '■'» 


; •'.! 




11 













THr,.^.v ItAN a\ ]t CJn^aiin I^t SA^''LfMcAN.Tn, compare your 11RG4NI74TI0N ^ITH OTHERS. 



TABLE 23: 



SUMMARY OF AUDIT NORMS 



INFORMATION RECEIVED 



VEI^Y VERY 



ITEM . 


MEAN 


ST.DV. 


LI TILE 


LirrLE SOME 


GREAT 


GREAT 


1. Progrcs in your job ^C) 


3 , 15 


1,21 


• 468 


599 


1117 


1063 


529 


2. 


. " * ' " (I) 


3 . 93 


0.85 


41 


127 


892 


1712 


989 


3. 


, Your job requirements (C) 


3 . 37 


1 . 14 


275 


587 


975 


1308 


612 


U 


" (I) 


3 , 94 


0. 92 


81 


147 


77 7 


1647 


107 9 


5, 


, ^g.inizatibn policies (C) 


3 . 04 


1 . 20 


484 


749 


1037 


1042 


A 22 


6. 


" . " (I) 


3. 91 


0 , 92 


57 


ISl 


858 


1572 


1052 


7. 


Pay and benefits (C) 


3 .30 


* 1 . 19 


354 


583 


941 


1223 


5*^1 


8. 


,1) 


4. 08 


0 ,88 


56 


105 


655 


1519 


1327 


9. 


Technological charges -(C) 


2.84 


1,19 


597 


608 


1112 


727 


272 


. 10. 




3.53 


1.11 


203 


322. 


996 


1068 


715 


11. 


Mistakes and l^ailures (C) 


2.59 


1.17 . ' 


847 


855 


1176 


615 


211 


12. 


M (I) 


3.55 


1,06 


173 


349 


1171 


1224 


759 


13. 


How you are being judged (C)^. 96 


1.29 


662 


.709 


956 


910 


488 


14. 


" (1)4.06 


0.92 


60 


125 


709 


1441 


1365 


15. 


How your problems are bcinj; 
handled (C) 2.84 


1.21 


619 


896 


994 


872 


327 


16. 


(I) 


3.99 


0.89 


53 


140 


738 


1590 • 


116« 


17. 


How decisionfs are made (C) 


2.54 


1.25 . 


987 


911 


■ 883 


675 


252 


18. 


" (I) 


4.01 


0 . 93 


78 


141 


713 


1485 


1270 


19. 


Promotion and advancement 
opportunities (C) 


2.66 


1.30 . 


945 


7 91 


892 


734 


3A7 


20. 


M (J) 


3.98 


0, 98 


92 


168 


738 


1386 


1299 


21.. 


Program/service developments 
in your orjj^an ization (C) 2,88 


1.17 


574 


772 


1 166 


877 


302 


22. 


M (I) 


3.75 


0.95 


84 


221 ! 


L062 


1434 


860 


23. 


How your job' relates to 
total o[>erations. (C) 


3.23 


1.18 


395 


549 


1106 


1114 . 


541 


24. 


' " (I) 


3.89 


0.922 


58 


187 


868 


1532 


1025 ' 


25. 


Problems manafj;ement faces 
in your orf^anizdtion (C) 


2.65 


1.18 


783 


855 


il23 


666 


239 


26. 


" (I) 


3.63' 


0.99 


125 


253 


1192 


.1344 . 


736 


OTFORMATION SENT 
















27. 


Reports of job progress (C) 


3.07 


1.22 


521 


602 


1130 


977 


4»1 


28-. 


" (I) 


3.69 


1.01 


137 


224 


1098 


1391 


840 


29. 


Complaints about your job 
and/or working cond. (C) 


2.71 


1.31 


900 


789 


918 


701 


397 


30. 




3.51 


1.24 


384 


336 


894 


1169 


910" 



58 



TABLE 23" (CONT.) 



INFORMATION SENT (CONT.) 



ITEM 


MEAN 


ST.DV. 


VERY 
LITTLE 


LITTLE SCWE 


GREAT 


VERY 
GREAI 


3X. Requests for information 

needed for your job (C) 3.14 


1.21 


427 


589 


1086 


952 


508 


32. " 


"(I) 3,71 


1.08 


197 


.235 


956 


1337 


941 


33. Evaluations of your 
superiors 


(C) 2.46 


1.39 


1313 


631 


727 


530 


396 


34. " »' 


(I) 3.51 


.1.19 


291 


351 


1029 


1Q33 


868 


35. Requests for clarifi 
■ of instructions 


cation 

(C) 2.92 


1.29 


691 


642 


972 


844 


459 


36. 


" (I) 3.48 


1.27 


421 


317 


842 


1135 


882 


FOLLOW-tJP 
















37, Top management 


2.65 


1.31 


729 ' 


477 


626 


558 


230 


38. Immediate supervisor 


3.23 


1.14 


216 


233 


621 


665 


223 


39. Co-workers 


3.42 


0.99 


106- 


172 


703 


723 


243 


40. Subordinates 


3.41 


1.12 


156 


132 


469 


647 


239 


soimcKs of'^informati'on 
















Al. Your boss i..^ ■. 


(C) 3.48 


1.21 


322 


465 


860 


1278 


327 


42. " 


(I)* 4.2C- 


0.84 


56 


69 


4^^ 


1623 


1518 


43. Department meetings 


(C) 2.95 


1.-27 


673 


606 


996 


952 


4*09 


4^/. " . *' 


(I) 3.85 


0.95 


104 


137= 


902 


1:26 


957 


45. Individuals in other 
in your organization 


un-ts . 
(C) 2.7,8 


1.11 


593 


724 


1390 


m 


208 


46. " ■ 


" (I) 3.42 


1.00 


167 


377 


1355 


1215 


503 


47. Management presentation (C) 2,55 


1.25 


984 


727 


992 


595 


246 


48. " 


" (I) 3.35 


1,09 


262 


:i97 


J.216 


1137 . 


513 


49 Co-workers, in your unit (C) 3.55 


1.04 


,169 


370 


1042 


1426 


.665 


50. " 


" (1) 3.S6 


0.92 


81 


146 


n- ^ 


15G2 


948. * 


51. Hie grapevine 


(C) 2.93 


1.15 


564 


458 


1591 


629 


369 


52. " 


(T) 2.34 


1.24 


1233 


750 


943 


405, 


241 ' 


53. Boss's superior (s) 


. (C) 2.69 


1.31 ■ 


890 


659 


969 


f'V9 


367 


^4. " 


(I) 3.48 


1.14 


283 


316 


1051 


"ll66 


712 


55. Top management . 


(C> 2.4: 


1 . il V 


IZZ J 


703 


830 




269 


56. " - 


(I) 3.49 


1.15 


276 


332 


1061 


1101 


775 


57. Subojdiiiaf:es 


(C) 2.98 


1.13 


197 


148 


499 


348 


88 


b8. " 


(I) 5/49 


1.13 


116 


;'5 


388 


467 


241 



C^CURRENT 1=1 DEAL 



59 



TABLE 23 (CObTl'.) 



ITEM 




MEAN 


ST.DV. 


VERY 
LIITLE 


LITTLE SOME 


GREAT 


VEI{Y 
GRKA' 


59, Timely 




'3.22 


■ 1.00 


328 


499 


1309 


1140 


:426 


60. AccuraCc 




3.74 


1.05 


102 


166 


476 


950 


506' 


61. Useful 




3 . 64 


0.98 


76 


ly. 


629 


876 


406 


62, Bxcessive 




1.99 


l.ij 


920 


446 


382 


154 


70 


QUALITY OF INFORMATION 


-receivi:d from subordinates 










63. TLmcLy 




3.27 


0.95 


121 


254 


901 


768 . 


172 


64, Accurate 




3.51 


0.95 


53 


110 


398 


567 


147 


65. Uccfvil 




3.59 


0.95 


45 


108 


387 


592 


201 


66. Exce.sslve 




2.04 


1.07 


506 


3j1 


270 


99 


31 


QUAI.ITY OF INFORMATION- 


•RECEIVED 


FRm 


CO-WORKERS 










67. Timely 




3.26 


0.97 


197 


459 


1424 


1235 


2S3 


68. Accurate 




3.56 


0.95 


63 


174 


611 


831 


282 


69. Useful 




3.51 


0.92 


65 


180 


686 


893 


227 


70. Excessive 




1.99 


1.03 " 


•;87 


554 


398 


125 


46 


QUALITY OF INFORMATICN- 


RECEIVED 


FROM 


TOP MANAGEMENT 










11. Timely 




2.93 


1.15 


539 


558 


1286 


847.. 


285 


72. Accurate 




3.40 


1.16 


178 


186 


506 


680 


302 


73. Useful 




3.15 


1.15 


229 




693 


572 ' 


232 


74. Excessive 




1.97 


1.09 


862 


■446 


370 


125 


54 


QUALITY OF INFORMATION- 


RECEIVED 


FROM 


THE GRAPEVINE 










75. Tim&ly 




2.48 


1.21 


552 


416 


614 


240 


134 


76. Accurate 




2.39 


1.09 


520 


509 


638 


235 


59 


77. Useful 




2.51 


1.13 


480 


448 


673 


269 


90 


78. Excessivv 




2.21 


1.27 


796 


415 


389 


198 


137 


CHANNELS. OF INFORMATION 


















79. Face-torFace 


(C) 


3:46 


.1.19. 


r 

344 






1234 


771 


80. " 


(I) 


3.96 


0.93 


83 


121 


.798 


1503 


1157 


81. Telehpone 


(C) 


3.19 


1.19 


460 


473 


1089- 


1186 


454 


82. 'V 


(I) 


3.34 


1.11 


282 


323 


1168 


1254 


612 


83. Written 


■ (C) 


3.48 


1.09 ■ 


249 


359 


1046 


1396 


618 


84. " " 


(I) 


3.68 


. 0.97 


129 


217 


1072 


1475 


738 



C'CURRENT 1=1 DEAL 
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TABLE 23 (CGWT.) 



COMMUNICATION RELATIONSHIPS 
ITEM 

85. Extent you truot yoiir 
boss 

. 86, Extent your boss is 
honest with you 

87. Extent you trust your 
subordinates 

88. Extent you trust your 
co-workers 

89. Extent you trust top 
management 



m1':an 



3.77 



3.79 



90. Ex cent top management Is 
sincere in their communica- 
tion with employees 3.12 

91. Extomt co-workei's get along 
with eacli other 3.69 

92. Extent diferent work groups 
share information 2,85 

93. Extent your organization 
encourages differences- of. 
opinion 2.67 

94. Extent you have a Sciy in 
decision^? that affect you 78 

95. Extent your boss listens Lo 
what you have to say 3.53 

9.6. Extent you feel free to 

disagree with your boss 3.53 

97. Extent you are candid and 
frank with others 3.59 

98. Extent you can tell your boss 
that things are going wrong 3.67 

99. Extent your boss praises you 
for a good job 2.98 

100. Extent your organization 
rewards performance 2.46 

101. * Extnnt your boss maintains 

friendly relations ' 3.53 

102. Extent you have influence on 
..operations in your unit 2.76 

103. Extent you arc involved in 
achievement of org. goals 2.96 

lc)4. Extent you like working for 

your organi::;ici(m 3.89 

105. Extertt your boss understands 

your job needs 3.43 



VERY 
ST.DV. LI'lTLE 



1 .16 254 
1.08 170 



LITTLE SOMK CKiM 



VL'RY 



3.74 0.39 58 



230 U05 124- 1178 
262 844' 1338 1100 
113 746 1127 486 



3.72 0.37 83 154 1117 1/21 . 633 



3.22 1.12 369 449' 1334 lUSO 452 



1.12 391 538 1368 990 376 



0.91 Ol 202 \067 1706 634 



1.02 431 759 1571 711 132 



1.08 678 843 1377 579 152 



1.21 717 728 1147 816 2"9 



1.14 268 . 360 998 1289 i')! 



1.17 366 366 1202 1086 651 



0.98 93 198 . 827 1033 452 



1,07 178 303 954 1377 875 



1.23 605 



1.14- 962 



621 1183 
•829 1212 



863 425 



462 167 



1.16 290 347 991 1217 846 



1,23 772 710 1090 771 309 



1.22. 586 629 1168 89^f 392 



n.97 115 164 817 1521 1039 



1.03 247 374 1205 1228 609 
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TABLE 23 (CONT.) 
SATISFACTION Wm ORCAKIZlATIONAL OUTCOtES 
ITEM 



VERY 

MEAN ST.DV. PIS SAT. 



SOME 

DISSAT NEITl!. 



FAIRLY 
• SATIS. 



VERY 
SATIS 



106. Your relationships with 
people in your unit 

107. Your relationship wit:h 
your boss 

108. your job 



4.10 0.94 

3.88 1.17 
4.02 1.02 



109. Your organization, as compared 

with others which you know 3.62 1.16 



110. Your pay 



3.24 1.25 



111, Your progrecs in yo^^ organization 



up to this point 



3.54 1.85 



112. Your opportunities for getting 

ahead in your organization 2,97 1,26 

113. Your organization's attempts 

to keep you informad 3,04 1.19 

114. Your organization's overall 
communication efforts 3.02 1.16 

115. Your opportunity to make a 
difference in you org. 3.16 1.15 



116. Your organization' iJ concern 

for employees' welfare 3.18 



1.25 



77 

202 
103 

194 
403 

24A 

572 

433 

420 

360 

458 



221 350 t 1651 1352 



368 474 

280 405 

482 715 

734 617 



1283 
1543 

1225 
1303 



539 663 1370 

788 889 .928 

845 889 1089 

848 951 1101 

622 1068 



652 865 



1104 
1129 



1380 
1330 

919 
560 

841 

461 

392 

340 

406 

561 
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